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REMARKS 

The Descnption has been amended .0 lend — , support for terminology 

it j o has heen rewritten in independent 
™ ■ 1 iq and 20 have been cancelled, claim 2 has Been rcwn 

claims. Claims 1, 19 and 20 has bee n resubmitted without 

j .. , in and 19-18 have been amended. Claim 1 1 nas oeen i» 
form, and claims 3-10 and 12 t0 Ocularly point out and distinctly claim 

, , xipwrlaims 21-22 have been added to particularly poim 

============= 

asanabandormertofanyofrhenovelconcep.sfclosedthere.n. _ 

, 2 data > . stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as be,ng anBc.pa.ed by S* ». 
ne refle i said ,0 disclose a loud spea.ce, system uprising a first portable array module 

Ta le enclosure and a, ,eas, six aeon* drivers positioned in the enclosure » a 
compnsmg a portable enclosu ^ ^ , 

=r==S========= 

============^ 

Lference is said to disclose stackmg (r.e., aching, separate modules varytng of* betgh. 
the speaker, wtth specific reference to column 3, tares 57-62. 

Thls P ound of rejection is respectfully — ^ 
is «11 settled tba, anticipaUon under 35 U.S.C. 102 re,un*s p 
reference of al, of the elements of a claimed invention." E* parte Copra, 229 U.S.P.Q. 

, „ in the claim " GwneB v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 220 U.S.P.Q- 
claimed invention arranged as in tne claim. 
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the claimed invention." Structural Rubber Prod. Co. v. Park Rubber Co., 223 U.S.P.Q. 1264, 
1270 (Fed. Cir. 1984), citing five prior Federal Circuit decisions since 1983 including Cornell 

In a later analogous case the Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit again applied this 
rule in reversing a denial of a motion for judgment n.o.v. after a jury finding that claims were 
anticipated. Jamesbury Corp. v. Litton Industrial Prod., Inc., 225 U.S.P.Q. 253 (Fed. Cir. 1985). 

After quoting from Cornell, "Anticipation requires the presence in a single prior art 
disclosure of all elements of a claimed invention arranged as in the claim," 225 U.S.P.Q. at 256, 
the court observed that the patentee accomplished a constant tight contact in a ball valve by a lip 
on the seal or ring which interferes with the placement of the ball. The lip protruded into the 
area where the ball will be placed and was thus deflected after the ball was assembled into the 
valve. Because of this constant pressure, the patented valve was described as providing a 
particularly good seal when regulating a low pressure stream. The court quoted with approval 
from a 1967 Court of Claims decision adopting the opinion of then Commissioner and later 

Judge Donald E. Lane: 

[T]he term "engaging the ball" recited in claims 7 and 8 means that the lip 
contacts the ball with sufficient force to provide a fluid tight seal. *** The 
Saunders flange or lip only sealingly engages the ball 1 on the upstream side 
when the fluid pressure forces the lip against the ball and never sealingly engages 
the ball on the downstream side because there is no fluid pressure there to force 
the lip against the ball. The Saunders sealing ring provides a compression type of 
seal which depends upon the ball pressing into the material of the ring. *** The 
seal of Saunders depends primarily on the contact between the ball and the body 
of the sealing ring, and the flange or lip sealingly contacts the ball on the 
upstream side when the fluid pressure increases. 225 U.S.P.Q. at 258. 

Relying on Jamesbury, the 1TC said, "Anticipation requires looking at a reference, and 
comparing the disclosure of the reference with the claims of the patent in suit. A claimed device 
is anticipated if a single prior art reference discloses all the elements of the claimed invention as 
arranged in the claim." In re Certain Floppy Disk Drives and Components Thereof, 227 
U.S.P.Q. 982, 985 (U.S. ITC 1985). 
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Claim 1 1 expressly calls for the attachment system for attaching the first portable array to 
the second portable array in a manner so as to extend said substantially straight line. This 
claimed feature is fully described in the paragraph spanning pages 10 and 1 1 describing how the 
modules are connected together end-to-end to create a line array loudspeaker at least two 
modules in length. The reference discloses in Fig. 1 side-by-side modules so that the length of 
the assembly is that of a single module, not at least two as required by the invention disclosed 
and claimed in this application. The reference in column 3, lines 60-62 is to stacking the side- 
by-side arrays. There is no disclosure in the reference of a first portable array module and a 
second portable array module. An assembly having six woofer or mid-range drivers 34 in 
column 12 beside a column of six tweeters in column 14 fastened to base portion 16 is hardly 
portable, and the reference makes no claim that the disclosed structure is portable. Column 3, 
lines 57-62, reads, "The first and second column mounts extend to a vertical height of about 6 
feet from the base portion 16 in the preferred embodiment, that the height could range from 
about 5 1/2 feet to a ceiling height of about 12 feet comprising several separate stacked modules 
for commercial applications." 

There is no disclosure of an attachment system for attaching a nonexistent first portable 
array to a nonexistent second portable array. Stacking modules is not a disclosure of attaching a 
first portable array to a second portable array. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of claim 1 1 as anticipated by the reference is 
respectfully requested. If this ground of rejection is repeated, the Examiner is respectfully 
requested to quote verbatim the language in the reference he regards as corresponding to each 
element in claim 11. 

4,5. Claim 9 stood rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Ferren 
as a primary reference and Russell as a secondary reference. Claim 9 has been amended to 
depend on claim 2. The primary reference is said to disclose a loudspeaker system comprising a 
first loudspeaker array comprising an enclosure having a width and a height and at least six 
acoustic drivers having radiating surfaces, with specific reference to Fig. 2, column 5, lines 3537, 
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s „bs<ant,al, y regularly spaced so tha, me edges of—. surfaces - ^ — 

c 77 and the array is said to be construcieu aim 

three inches, lne seconadry „i limn!ir cnpaker 

dnv ers. The secondary reference ,s sard ,0 disdose prior art ,nclnd,n g a — P*er 
assembi, including St* 1 ,/2 rnch donre drivers, w,,h specific reference ,o colun™ 2, .,»es 7. 

Ling sound over a desired area. Therefore, it is sad i. wouid have been obv,ous o o 

capable of radiating sound over a desired area. 

The pnmary reference ,s sa,d ,o further disciose me drameter; that ,s, the 
s pea te enclosure, bemg six inches, with specific reference .0 column 4, hnes 6-7, aM d, sad 

, 5 ,s, producmg a heigh. .0 width ratio of . fee,, 12 inches/6 rnches - ,6 whrch ,s sard to 

greater than 11. 

This ground of rejection is respectfully traversed. 

■The mere fact that the prior ar, couid be so modified would „ 
modification obvious unless me prior ar, sug g es,«d the desirabiUty of the modrficatro, 
Gordon 221 U.S.PQ. 1 125, 1127 (Fed. Cir. 1984). 

edification obvious unless ,e prior ar, sugges.ed the desirabili^ of me modrficatto. In 
Gordon 221 U.S.P.Q. 1 125, 1 127 (Fed. Cir. 1984). 

^rou.dbesomodifiedwouldno.havemadememodificafionobvrousunless.hepnorar, 
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a-* t;™ '» In re Laskowski, 10 U.S.P.Q- 2d 1397, 1398 
suggested the desirability of the modification. In re 

• 2 tl Pnor art as a whole to suggest the desirabUity, and thus the obvtousness, of 
,s something in the pnor an as ffois< <t Oerm*, 

m aking«he combination " W» MascHinenfabnk GMBH, 

prote ::n— sir— 

Under Section .03,, cachings of references can be combmed ^ .f 
incentive to do so." '»< * 

emphasis added.]" * ^ ™ ^ * „ d 994 999 (Fed. 

As the Federal Circuit Court of Appeals said in In re Dembiczah 175 F.3d 994, 99 

19 " ): dose adherence to this meWologyis «P«^°S vention 
technologically complex ™^^Z Z^ effect of a 

teacher.' 

And m h « W, 55 U.S.P.Q.2d .313. .3.6 (Fed. Cir. 2000), the Court said: 

Ration in the pjw art of ^^^T^- 
insufficient to defeat patentability of to who c^ ^ rf ^ 

[Demf-to* Rather, to establish ob™usn suggestjon „ 
elements disclosed in the pnor art the e must * s was made by 

teaching of the desirability of matang the prfc comb ^ lffl7 

r F :d«S 
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<.« F Goodrich Co. v. Aircraft Braking Sys. Corp.,™ .3d 1577, 

i i that the edees 01 the raaiaxmg &unaw 

, -r* oiaim ? i« submitted to support the patentaonny m 
below in support of the patently of « - ^ ^ ^ , ^ 

of te encore between foo and * ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

arguendo accepting that the column of the secondary 

,M hp only 10 which is less than the claimed 1 1 . 

""'A ccordmgly wnhdrawa, of the region of Cain, 9 as unpatentahle ovet the pH^ and 

1 is respecMy requested. ,f this poundofrejectionistepeated.the 

Examiner is respectfully requested q 

* ■„ oinim Q and auote verbatim the language ieg<uu 

— ;: rsr— .■---<- 

claims. 

s CiaimS as originaliy presented stood rejected under 35 U.S.C. § >03(a)asbetng 
6 . Clam, 8 as ongm y p ^ ^ ^ ( ^ 

„„pate„.able over Ferren as a pnmary reference 
, « „h,r in view of Pawlowski as a supplementary reference. As sard to 

-trr. 
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each aconsttcal d„ e P- ^ ^ fc _ , fte ,« u mvm ,» 

Thlsg ro«ndofre,=c«.on,s P ,„„ ^ rfera.ee 

Pawlowski is a tertiary reference. the limitations 0 f claim2, and the reasoning 

set forth below in support of the patentam y 

unnecessary. Neverthe.ess, no.h. g - *. » ~ rf ^ ^ , 

is tte e disdosed .0 - *e - * h 

respectM, jested, .f .his P ou»d . Miresporidmg ,o each 

, Cain, 10 as originally present rejected — * « SC IW - 

as .odiW does no, disdose the .oudspea.ee, ,s constructed » »- 

• -a *n Hkrlose a 25mm transducer dnven oy hu wa 
supplementary reference ^ * * ° m o inches by two inches, it is said the 

to a ceiling tile as a resonator. If the ceiling 
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a AWHlm x 2in) = 10W/in 2 . Therefore, it is said it would have 

^^^^^^^^^^ 

been obvious to one stalled in .he art a. .he inchof bating 

the speaker in order to obtain at least seven wads of electrical energy p 

S " rfaCe ' • ■ „.,f,,Hv traversed Hie citation of the primary reference 

This ground of rejection ,s „ ^ t0 te rejection of 

below ■„ support of the paten. V ^ 

in any of the relerences, hu SS Closes the limitations 

f , • i n Nothing in the Azima supplementary reference even discloses 
terms of claim 10. Nothing m mc rr Rinses a preferred 

,u io Tn the Azima supplementary reference, column 5 only discloses a pr 

added by claim 10. In the Azima PP ^ ^ ^ 

f.™ of excitation that is a unitary moving cod mertial transducer witn 

" " — Jmeloudspe.ersystemheingconstructeda.darrangedto 
surface. There rs no tiallv atleast 7 watts of electrical energy per square mch of 

^ucetoacousUcal energy subst^ 

r T f ie thnq imnossible to combine the references iu 
radiating surface. It ,s thus imposs, ^ ^ 

■Moreover, we observe that even if these references we _ 

ed bv the examiner, that which is se, forth in appellant's claims . . would no. result, b 
proposed by th — 0£Mte w89) , EyM . f we were t0 

^ Bo g ar, s„p op. p.7 £ AU» ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ in 
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That is reason enough for withdrawing me rejection of Cairn 10 which appears ,o be 
based on a combination of three references. 

,f thrs ground of rejection is repeated, the Examiner is respectfully recced » o.uo, 
v erba,itn me ianguage in the references regarded as correspond^ ,0 each elemen^c atm ,10, 
and ,uo,e verbatim the language in tire references regarded as jesting the deputy 
combining what is there dtsclosed to meet the terms of clatm 10. 

8 Claim 2 stands rejected nnder 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
reference As said to be stated above apropos of claim 1, Ferren as mcAfied ,s satd to make 
system radiating at least six octaves. The supplementary reference ,s satd to dtsclose an deal 
encompass a, .east six octaves, with specific reference to column 2, tines 60-64. The 

rzu — * - » - - - * ai ***** ta a w "t f 

I lire mpu, response of me ear. Therefore, it ts s,d ,« would have been obvtous to one of 
^iLlmeltmetimetite — was mad. to modtfy me speaker as drsc,sed by 
Ferren as said to be modified with a fluency response of at least six octaves m orte to 

produce a higher fide.ity audio signal. ^ ^ ^ 

This ground of rejection is respectfully traversed. .... 
modified" as apphed to clatm 1 ,s not understood. If the Exammer is referring to the basts for 
" ectingclaim 1 on a primary and secondary references, then Petri is a. ertiary referene hrMy 

any notice of references cited. 1. is respectfully requested that tire Exammer notice Prtre 

reference of record. 
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The supp.emen.3ry reference does no. disclose line array as defined in Ca,m 2. the 
« do no. sugges, <he desirabihty of*, is .here disciosed .0 mee. fte terms of clam, 2. 
The supp.emen.ary reference does no, remo.eiy sugges, .he desirability of incorporating 
anything .here disclosed in .he line array recned in claim 2. The pnmary reference does no, 
I^Ie desire of operas over a frequency range of a. ,eas. six octave, ***** 
averred emhodime, wi.h ide,ical four-.nch midrange spiers, coin™, 3, hues 43-^e 
pnmary reference discloses fte desirabi.ity of operation over lim„ed fluency range, no, fte 

lest six octaves of operation recited in claim 2. 

The limWons of small acoustic drivers each less than ftree inches in d,am..er spaced 
Cose.y defter wift less ftan 2 inches separation are important structural limitations for 
extending operation of tire h»e array .0 high enough fluencies .0 enable operating over a. leas, 
six octaves wift properties set forth in the description. 

,f ftis ground of rejection is repeated, .he Examiner is respectfully requested .0 quote 
verbatim .he language in each reference regarded as corresponding .0 each Clemen, mean* 2, 
and ,uo.e verbatim fte language in fte references regarded as suggesting .he desrrab.h.y of 
combining what is there disclosed to meet fte terms of claim 2. 

9 Claims 3-5 and 7 as originally presented stood rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Ferren as said ,0 be modified as applied ,0 claim ,. and firmer m 
view of Selby as a supplementary reference. 

Regardmg Cairn 3, as said «o be apropos of claim 1, Ferren as modified ,s sa,d ,0 make 
envious al. Cements of ft* claim. Ferren as modified is said ,0 no, disclose a second 
^speaker array wh,ch is — ed and arranged ,0 be attached ,0 fte firs, .oudspe^r 
increasing heigh, whi.e widft remains constant The supp.emen.ary reference ,s satd .0 d, Cose 
a line source speaker system where fte heigh, of fte speaker can be modified usmg severa, 

have been obvious ,0 one skilled ,n fte m a, fte time fte invention was made ,0 connec, a 
second loud speaker array in order ,0 increase fte heigh, of fte loudspeaker. 
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Regarding claim 4, as said to be apropos of Cain, 3, Ferren as said » — ecUs said 

t0 ma ke obvious al, elements of- c*. The supplementary referee ,s satd to nrtier 
,o make ^ spec , fc reference to 

d ,sc,ose a loudspeaker v,,.h a height of 12 fee. ar^ _ ^ 

column 3, lines 57-66, producing a herght to width ratro of 12 feet 

^e.emLoft.telaim.Uesupp— — 

method for Cendmg the verttca, he* by stacking modules; that ,s, attachm >m 

57 " 62 ' Regarding Catm 7, as said to be apropos of claim 3, Ferren as said ,0 he ™*W is said 
Regardmgeta RusseUis said to further disclose a speaker system to 

to make obvious all elements of that claim. Russell saiu 

b e used for home or srmilar use; that is portable, with specific reference to column 2, 1 u s 59. 
L grounds of rejedon are respectfully traversed. Claims 3-5 and 7 are sard « be 

R Lb and further in view of Se.hy. hut Russell is applied to clatm 7 wtthout reference* 

d ied to L« me terms of claims 3-5 and 7. Claims 3-5 aud 7 are dependent »po» and 

Z 1» -he hrmtations of clatm 2. and me reasomng se, forth above ,„ support of he 
include all ^ hy ^ c]aims „ ffld 7 M that 

patentability of claim 2 are sumiuue m L .„,,„,,» ,,„ nM!esS arv Furthermore, 

further discussion of any supplementary references ,s submitted to be unnecessary 
,0 ctan 3 there is no disclosure in the references of me drivers havnig a diamefcr o less thar, 
I „ ^ a disclosure of the second loudspeaker array constmcted and arrange to he 

; M to the firs, loudspeaker array iu a manner that extends the first substantially to 

Cached to tne loudspeaker system 

~*.-«o-wid.hra,,oofSe,b,mu S ,,nc,udeu 1 ewid,hofbase,6. 1 nc„lumn3,hnes20- 



as 

3 

a 
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23 the reference states, "The twin column **> ^ *» -"T^ 
1 Id vertical height of both columns, is less sensitive to changes in hstener pos,.,o». 

'"^Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of Cairns 3-5 and 7 as unpatentable over *e 

IeauesK d ,„ quote verbatim the language in the references regarded as 

Tl eln. iu these claims and ,uo,e verbatim the language tn the references 

corresponding to each element m 

regarded as suggesting the desirability of combining what is there dtsclosed to meet terms 

these claims. 

, o Claim 6 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103<a) as being unpatentable over 
Ferren as satd to be modtfied as applied to claim 3 and fcrmer tn view of Pawlowsb as a 
Z2 ly reference. As said, o be apropos of Cairn 3, Ferren as modified is s,d,oma k e 

provides essentia,* the same audro sign, to all of the aconsUcal dnvers — 

, t ,11 freauencies The supplementary reference is said to disclose a 

inurkneaker arrays at all frequencies iii^ouy F 

1 reference ,0 Fig. 3. Therefore, it is satd i, would have been obvious ,0 one skrUed ■„ the 
-e„Uo„ was made ,o use « provides a,! ^ v,,H , h e ^ 

This ground of rejection is respect* traversed. Claim 6 is dependent upon and 
i„c, u des all 1 limitations of Cairns 2 and 3, and the reasoning se, form above m support of 

submitted to be unnecessary. 
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„ data .2 as ori^nally presenled stood rejected under 35 U.S.C. »W as being 
unpatentable over Selby as a primary reference rn view of Ferren as a tertiary reference, and 
Rnssel, as a cursory reference. The pnmary reference is said to disc.ose a loudspeata module, 
comprising a portable enc.osure having an attachment system for attachmg sard module o 
second module, with specific reference ,0 column 3, iines 59-52 [sic,, and a. leas, aeons,* 
dnvers having a radiating surface, with specific reference to Fig. 1. the 
enciosure in a strait tine reguiariy spaced, and the loudspeaker array sa,d ,0 be cons»c,ed »d 
arranged ,0 radiate sound over essentia,* <he full range of the audible fluency spectrum wnh 

,he speakers being less man one inch apart or with a diameter less than three mche. The 
secondary reference is said to disclose dnvers on a commnar speaker w,th a „ of 1 1/2 -es. 
The tertiary reference is sard ,0 disclose spacing the speakers on a linear speaker ^array as bemg 
V2 inch between adjacent speakers, with specific reference to column 5, hues 37-39. The 
tertiary reference is said to teach speakers to be located as close as possible to enhance 
direction*, with specific reference to column 5, lines 32-35. Both the primary and second^ 
references are said ,0 disclose commnar speaker systems for radiating sound over a es,red « 

the art mat a speaker less than three inches is also capable of radtating sound over . ^rred „ 
and ,o use less than one men between speakers to enhance directionality as satd to be taught by 

the cursory reference. nrt9 M* 
This poundofrejecfonisrespedullytraversed. There is no closure of a portable 

enclosure having an attachment system for attaching the module to a second module m .the same 
substantially strargh, hne. There ,s no suggestion in the references to modify what ,s mere 
disclosed to meet the terms of claim 12. 

Accordmgly, withdrawal of the rejection of claim 12 as unpatentable over the pnmary, 
secondary and, ertiary references is respectfully requested. If mis ground of rejection - 
repeated the Exammer is respec,fully requesled ,o quo.e verbatim the language m each reference 
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regarded as corresponding .0 an element in Cain, 12 and quote verbatim the .anguage in the 
rlences regarded as suggesting the desirability of combining what is tbcre ,0 meet the terms 



claim 12. 



U Cairn 1 3 as originally presented stood rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103<a) as being 
unpatentable over Russell as a prhwy reference in view of Ferren as a secondary reference^ 
The pnmary reference is said ,0 disclose a method for improving a number of electnca, watts 
transducer per unit radiating area of a line array Loudspeaker comprising mounting in a stratght 
,i„e a plurality of acoustic drivers, with the specffic reference to Fig. 4, each of the acousttc 
drivers having a diameter of les than three inches and each of the acoustic drivers havtng a 
radiating surface having an edge. The primary reference is said to disclose a columnary 
arrangement of 11/2 speakers, with specific reference .0 column 2, hues 4-6, and the use 0 
multiple speakers said to mcrease the dynamic range of the speaker with specific reference 0 

edges of the radiating surfaces of adjacent acoustic drivers are separated by no ^eater than one 
inch The secondary reference is said to disclose a linear speaker array where spacing between 
adjacent speakers is 1/2 inch, with specific reference ,0 column 5, lines 39-42. Therefore ,. ts 
S aid it would have been obvtous to one skilled in the art a. fte time the invention was 
combine the linear speaker system as disclosed by the primary reference wrth the spactng o 
speakers taught by the secondary reference in order ,0 increase the watts transduced per unr, 

'^Tnrpound of rejection is respectMly traversed. Nothing in the references suggests the 
desirability of combining what is there disclosed to meet the terms of daim 13. There rs no 
mention in the references of increasing the watts tra^duced per urn. radiating area or operating 

over at least six octaves. 

Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of claim 13 as unpatentable over the pnmary 
and secondary reference is respectfclly requested. If this ground of rejection is repeated, tire 
Examiner is respectfiuly requested ,0 quote verbatim the language in the references regarded as 
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■ , m n and quote verbatim the language in the references 
corresponding to each element ,n claun 13. and quote ^ ^ rf 

reg arded as suggesting the desirability of combmmg what ,s there 



this claim. 



reftre " C6 ' , , m ,4 the prima™ reference is said to disclose a loudspeaker system for a 

Regardmg c am, 14. the pnm*, ^ ^ ^ ^ „ f 

, ive source of sound compnstng Ime ar^ay P ^ jn m 

acoustic dnvers. with specific reference to F,g. 2, «c of ^ 

T* seconds reference is said to disclose a speaker system w th - ■» 

— — — rri:r-ir:;i-«o^ 

wi ,h speciftc reference to column 2 ^ ^ . ^ . ( ^ haw bee „ 

^ Mi 7^;Z IT! n—detouseaspeakerwitha 

RegardmgclarmlS.assardto ' The primary reference is said to 

m „di»ed is said to make obvious all elemen* of ** d~ P 

fuIt „er dtsclose a sound deltvery system to he used as * ? ^ 
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«ose a sound delivery sys,em ,o be used as a public address system in numerous places and 

onme lys, - spe* reference ,o Figs. 1, 10, 12, 14 and 1, an hue arrays 
" a pluralUy of accuse dnvers, w,m specific reference to Fig. 2, a plurah.y of d„v«s 

L array being — d and arranged to be placed in me vrcmty of one of .be p lumuty 
III ll primary reference is said to disclose an — in the vtcmrty of , e 

Regarding claim 17, as said to be apropos of clatm 14, the pnmary 

disclosetbelivesoureeasan — J^^...., 
Regardmg claim 18, as said to be apropos of clarm 14, the pnmary 

«ose an announcer who w*s back «. forth in front of his or her an tence a, r„e 
approaclung any one of the arrays, with specific reference to column 3, hues ,9-23. 
ThescgroundsofrejcctionarerespectMlytraversed. 

lw d.eul.imateuseofahnearspealterarrayisno.afeatureofte.nventtoa Cownn3 
T,ese Cairns call for the line array being — ed and arranged to be p ac«> m 
I i n„y of the live source of sound, facing an audience. The references do no, d.sclose such 
II or ha, me live source of sound is from me group consisting of a vocahs, mus,c, 
Xer and presenting e„,i,y as called for by elann 15, or ,ha, ,he hve source ,s an or* - 

Mamfestly, me references do no, disclose mat the musical performer enfty compnses a plural,,. 
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of perfonners wi* the ioudspeaker system comprising a plurahty of line arrays each havmg a,, 
J***- of Cain, 14 and — Ccd and arranged ,o be placed in me near vtctntty of one 
of the plurality ofperfonners and operative over at least six octaves. 

According.* withdrawal of the rejection of claims ,4-18 as unpatentable over the 
pnmary and secondary references ,s respectfully revested, ff this ground 
epeated, the Examiner is respectfully requested to q uo.e verbatim the language m ea— 
■arded as corresponding to an Cement in each of these claims and ,u„.e verbatim the angu age 
'the references regarded as suggesting the desirabihty of combining what is mere dtsciosed to 



reg 
in 

meet the terms of these claims 



New claims 2! and 22 have been added ,0 define features of the invention subnutted to 

be clear of the art. 

,5 ThecourtesyofmeExaminermmakinganadditionaldiligentsearchis 

are submitted to be incapable of anticipating, suggesting o, making obvtous the subject matter 
a whole of the invention disclosed and claimed in this application. 

m view of the foregoing, authorities, remarks, and me inability of the prior ar, to 
anticipate, suggest or make obvious, the subject matte, as a whole of tire invention disclosed and 
I led in mLhcation, al, the clarms are submitted to be in a condition for allowance, and 
notice thereof is respect* requested. Should the Examiner believe tha, the apph— 
,„ condition for allowance, he is respectfully requested to telephone the understgned attome a, 
61M2 ,.7014 to discuss what additional steps he believes are necessary to place the apphcation 
in a condition for allowance. 
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No fees are due with this submission. However the Commissioner is authorized to apply 
any other charges or credits related to this submission to deposit account 06-1050, order number 
02103-393001. 

Respectfully submitted, 
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